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2. Overview comments on climate modeling sections of Chapters 4 and 12

Comments presented as an invited panelist for section 5, climate modeling, follow.  (These are the overheads used during my presentation, with clarifying annotations presented in italics.)

SO WHY ARE WE DOING THIS RESEARCH, ANYWAY?

· Plan recognizes need to be responsive to users, but…

· Sketchy on how,

· Even sketchier on how much 

· “Cross walk” to user needs not clear

The plan needs a “cross walk” from its current components to a list of user needs.  This well help cross check that the key user needs are, in fact, being anticipated and efforts taken to fill those needs.

· Institutional needs may be very different for effective communication:

· Researchers   (   Users, versus

· Users   (   Researchers

The second will be the tougher problem to deal with.

MULTIPLE USERS

· Climate Modeling Community

· Other Researchers

· Policy Community

· Planners

· Operational Users

MULTIPLE USES

· Mitigation

· Adaptation

These many types of users and uses have very different needs.  Again, the plan needs to include a crosswalk or cross-check to make sure that the needs of these multiple users and uses are being anticipated

Chapter 4:  Two Center Strategy
· NCAR

· Focus on research community

· GFDL

· Focus on research, assessments, policy applications

I support the notion of assigning primary responsibilities for different tasks to different centers, though I do not know whether these are the correct pairings. The center that ends up with the focus on assessments and policy applications will need considerable support to do this effectively.

Chapter 12:

“Product-driven model research added to strong base of discovery driven research”

I strongly support adding the mandate for product-driven model research.  But again, details are sketchy about how these product needs will be driven.
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SO HOW DOES ONE IDENTIFY DECISIONMAKER NEEDS?

· “Give Assessment Primacy”  

· From:  Experience and Legacy of NAPAP,  Oversight Review Board of the National Acid Precipitation Assessment Program, 1991

· Add to this other types of decision support

DECISION SUPPORT IN THE PLAN

· Pp. 45-47.  “If…, then…” analysis

· Questions identified by stakeholders

· Scenarios relevant to policy and management (2 years)

· Risk management options for national climate policy and regional management  (4 years) 

I am very supportive of these shorter term products.  However, as described, they are in the wrong order.  Scenarios relevant to policy and management must be developed in response to risk management options being evaluated.

· But…

· Again sketchy on how

· Even sketchier on how much:       1%?, 5%? 10%? of budget

· How does this build on National Assessment?

· Feedback to CCSP not apparent

One indication of the program’s commitment to decision support will be the resources directed to those tasks.  My guess is that this should be in the range of 5% of what we are willing to spend on CCSP.  One percent is too low; 10% probably could not be spent effectively.

ASSESS EARLY, ASSESS OFTEN

… Lesson from the (former) Congressional Office of Technology Assessment

Policy assessment should be an iterative and interactive process.  Policy and management options invariably evolve as the analysis proceeds.  

3. Additional comments on decision support focus of Chapter 4 that were not presented as part of my invited presentation.
I truly commend the Plan’s emphasis on providing information for decisionmakers, information that is “policy relevant and policy neutral”, as described by Jim Mahoney in his comments to the workshop.

The plan, however, needs to propose a strategy for:

1. Determining the policy, planning, and management questions that decision users are asking, and

2. Identifying the potential policy, planning, and management actions that are being anticipated,

The goal of decision support is not just to identify whether a policy or intervention is needed, but as well, to evaluate the effectiveness of alternative approaches.

The decision support component faces two very difficult challenges:

1. Designing the program so that it provides decision support to a wide array of users:  national scale to local scale governments (as discussed above), from both sides of the political aisle,  and to the many private stakeholders present at the meeting, from Sierra Club to Exxon-Mobil.

2. Running the program in such a way that decision makers believe that your analyses are timely, responsive, unbiased, and as accurate as the science will allow.

The workshop, I believe, will do much to address the latter challenge.  The plan has yet to explain how it will accomplish the former.  

For example, though mitigation is referred to in the plan, the text is silent on whether and how the decision support component will interact with the Climate Change Technology Initiative.  Will the CCTI have its own decision support component?  If so, how will the CCRI respond to its needs and how will the scenarios described in chapter 4 relate to the activities of the CCTI?  If the decision support component described in chapter 4 is meant to be the primary integrated decision support for both adaptation and mitigation policy issues, far more work needs to be done on the latter.
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